Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 77, Special Issue, 2013, pp. 106–123

A New Question Sequence to Measure Voter
Turnout in Telephone Surveys
Results of an Experiment in the 2006 ANES
Pilot Study

Abstract Survey respondents typically report having voted at a rate
higher than the nation in fact turned out on election day. This may be
the result of errors people make when trying to remember whether they
voted and of motivated misreporting due to social desirability bias. This
paper explores whether a new sequence of questions designed to reduce
both types of errors reduces reports of turnout in telephone interviews.
An experiment embedded in the 2006 American National Election
Studies Pilot Study indicates that the question sequence did do so, and
that it resulted in turnout estimates more consistent with official records
than did the simple, direct traditional ANES question.

Introduction
Post-election surveys typically yield higher voter turnout estimates than do
government records (e.g., Clausen 1968; Traugott and Katosh 1979), and validation studies suggest that some respondents claimed to have voted when
county election records showing voter registrations and turnout suggest that
they did not (e.g., Clausen 1968; Parry and Crossley 1950; Traugott and Katosh
1979). Higher estimates of turnout from surveys may result from (1) missing
government records for respondents who voted; (2) lower survey participation
among nonvoters than among voters; (3) increased turnout caused by interviewing respondents before an election and thereby boosting their interest in
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1)	Some respondents may feel a societal expectation that they vote, so during a survey (especially an oral interview), such respondents who did
not vote may prefer not to acknowledge their failure to conform to this
social norm and be motivated to misreport having voted (see Karp and
Brockington 2005).
2)	Allowing respondents to report that they intended to vote in the most
recent election and/or that they often voted in previous elections may
allow people to convey an image of being responsible citizens and therefore to feel less pressure to report that they voted when they did not.
3) Respondents who intended to vote in the most recent election but did
not, and respondents who voted in previous elections but did not vote
in the most recent one, might experience “source confusion,” mislabel
memories of their intentions or prior behaviors as actually voting in the
most recent election (e.g., Johnson, Hashtroudi, and Lindsay 1993; see
also Hill and Hurley 1984, c.f. Presser and Traugott 1992), and misreport having voted when they did not.
4)	Source confusion may be more likely as the time interval between
the election and the survey interview grows (because memories may
1. It is also possible that a longer question inspires respondents to be more thoughtful and therefore to generate more accurate turnout reports (Bradburn, Sudman, and Associates 1979).
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politics and/or their sense of civic duty; (4) errors in methods used to calculate
rates of actual turnout, such as using the voting age population as the denominator rather than the voting-eligible population (Burden 2000; Clausen 1968;
McDonald and Popkin 2001; Presser, Traugott, and Traugott1990; Traugott
1989); (5) misreporting by respondents motivated to portray themselves
favorably (Aarts 2002; Andolina et al. 2003; Blais et al. 2004; Brockington
and Karp 2002; Holbrook, Green, and Krosnick 2003; Holbrook and Krosnick
2010; Lutz 2003; Lyons and Scheb 1999; although see Locander, Sudman,
and Bradburn 1976; Presser 1990); and (6) accidentally misremembering having voted when one did not (Belli et al. 1999; Belli, Moore, and Van Hoewyk
2006; Stocké 2007; although see Abelson, Loftus, and Greenwald 1992; Belli,
Traugott, and Rosenstone 1994).
Past studies have explored whether these last two factors can be reduced
by replacing the simple direct question (SDQ) asked in many past American
National Election Studies (ANES) surveys with the short or long “experimental questions” shown in table 1. These experiments have sometimes found that
the experimental questions yielded lower turnout estimates than did the SDQ,
but not always (see table 2).1
The current study assessed whether a new multi-question sequence (MQS;
see the bottom of table 1) lowers turnout estimates in telephone interviews.
This approach sought to achieve the same goals as prior experimental questions but with design improvements, based on the following logic:
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Table 1. Wording of Turnout Measures

“During the months leading up to the election held on November 7, did you ever
plan to vote in that election, or didn’t you plan to do that?”
“In the election held on November 7, did you definitely vote in person on election
day, definitely mail in a completed absentee ballot before election day, definitely
not vote, or are you not completely sure whether you voted in that election?”
(190 words)
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Simple Direct Question (SDQ)
“In talking to people about elections, we often find that a lot of people were not
able to vote because they weren’t registered, they were sick, or they just didn’t
have time. How about you—did you vote in the elections this November?” (43
words)
Long Experimental Question
“In talking about elections, we sometimes find that people who thought about voting actually did not vote. Also, people who usually vote may have trouble saying for
sure whether they voted in a particular election. In a moment, I’m going to ask you
whether you voted on Tuesday, November 8, which was [day(s)/week(s)] ago. Before
you answer, think of a number of different things that will likely come to mind if you
actually did vote this past election day; things like whether you walked, drove, or were
driven by another person to your polling place [pause], what the weather was like on
the way [pause], the time of day it was [pause], and people you went with, saw, or met
while there [pause]. After thinking about it, you may realize that you did not vote in this
particular election [pause]. Now that you’ve thought about it, which of these statements
best describes you? I did not vote in the November 8 election. I thought about voting this
time but didn’t. I usually vote but didn’t this time. I am sure I voted in the November 8
election.” (187 words)
Short Experimental Question
“The next question is about the elections in November. In talking to people about
elections, we often find that a lot of people were not able to vote because they
weren’t registered, they were sick, or they just didn’t have time. Which of the
following statements best describes you? One, I did not vote in the November
3 election; two, I thought about voting this time but didn’t; three, I usually vote
but didn’t this time; or four, I am sure I voted in the November 3 election.” (88
words)
New Multi-Question Sequence (MQS)
“In talking to people about elections, we often find that a lot of people were not
able to vote because they weren’t registered, they were sick, they didn’t have
time, or something else happened to prevent them from voting. And sometimes,
people who USUALLY vote or who PLANNED to vote forget that something
UNUSUAL happened on election day this year that prevented them from v oting
THIS time. So please think carefully for a minute about the election held on
November 7, [PAUSE] and past elections in which you may have voted and
answer the following questions about your voting behavior. During the past six
years, did you usually vote in national, state, and local elections, or did you
usually NOT vote?”

Belli et al. Nov. 8,
(1994)
1994

Belli et al.
(1999),
Study 2

Belli et al.
(1999),
Study 1

Mode and sample
N

700
Nov. 9– Telephone survey
Dec. 20, of 350 residents
1994
of Ann Arbor,
MI, and 350 residents of Ypsilanti,
MI, who were
registered to
vote and had a
listed telephone
number; sampled
from voter registration lists
Nov. 5,
Nov. 6, National RDD
1,329
1996
1996–
telephone survey
Jan. 31, of adults
1997
1,327
Vote-by- Feb. 1– Telephone survey
Mar.
of Oregon resimail—
12,
dents who were
ballots
eligible to vote
counted 1996
on Jan.
30, 1996

Field
period

70%

72%

60%

88%

69%

29%

Response
rate

72%

61%

87%

Simple
Long
Short
direct experimental experimental
question
question
question

Logistic regression
coefficient =
–0.02, n.s.

Logistic regression
coefficient =
–0.39, p < .001

χ2(1) = 0.07,
p = .80

Simple direct vs.
long experimental
question

(Continued)

Simple direct
vs. short
experimental
question

Tests of significance of differences
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Study

Date of
election
asked
about

Turnout estimate

Table 2. Design Features and Results of Past Experiments Comparing Long and Short Experimental Questions to Simple
Direct Question
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Mode and sample
N

Response
rate

1,344 55.8% for
Nov. 6– 2002 pre-post
preDec. 6, election ANES
election;
2002
data—tel89.1%
ephone survey
reinterof U.S. adult
view for
citizens who
postare eligible to
election
vote (included a
sample of those
interviewed in
2000 and a fresh
cross-section)
1,464 Dec.: 65%
Dec. 1, National RDD
Jan.: 62%
1998–
telephone
Feb.: 62%
Feb.
survey of adults
1999
interviewed
in the Survey
of Consumer
Attitudes in
December 1998
and January and
February 1999

Field
period

58%

63%

48%

57%

65%

Simple
Long
Short
direct experimental experimental
question
question
question

Turnout estimate

Logistic regression
coefficient =
–0.62, p < .001

Simple direct vs.
long experimental
question

Logistic
regression
coefficient =
–0.23, p = .08

χ2(1) = 8.77,
p = .003

Simple direct
vs. short
experimental
question

Tests of significance of differences
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Note.—The question labels used in columns 6, 7, and 8 of this table refer to the questions listed in table 1.

Belli et al. Nov. 5,
(2006)
1998

Duff et al. Nov. 5,
(2004)
2002

Study

Date of
election
asked
about

Table 2. Continued
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The MQS (1) decomposed the long experimental question into several shorter
questions to reduce cognitive burden, (2) allowed respondents to report one attribute at a time, and (3) offered mutually exclusive and exhaustive sets of answer
choices. The MQS was intended to alert respondents to the possibility of memory errors, encourage respondents to think carefully when answering, and reduce
social desirability pressures by providing respondents with the opportunity to
report that they usually voted and/or that they had planned to vote (Belli et al.
1999). Finally, the MQS allowed respondents to report that they voted through
absentee or early voting and to report that they were not sure whether they voted.

2. Some studies have reported evidence consistent with this prediction (Abelson, Loftus, and
Greenwald 1992; Belli et al. 1999), though others have disconfirmed it (Belli, Moore, and Van
Hoewyk 2006; Holbrook and Krosnick 2008).
3. Some past studies have found overreporting to be strongest among respondents who were higher
in political involvement (Presser 1984; Stocké and Stark 2007; Tourangeau, Groves, and Redline
2010) or more strongly identified with a political party (Belli, Traugott, and Beckmann 2001;
Bernstein, Chadha, and Montjoy 2001; Granberg and Holmberg 1991; Stocké and Stark 2007).
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become less vivid over time),2 and more common among people who
are interested in politics (who are especially likely to have intended to
vote and to have voted often in the past).3
5)	Inducing respondents to think about whether they intended to vote in the
most recent election and whether they voted in previous elections may
help respondents separate their memories of intentions and past behavior from their memories of behavior in the most recent election, thereby
minimizing source confusion and increasing reporting accuracy.
6)	It is undesirable to offer answer choices that are not mutually exclusive
when asking closed-ended questions that require respondents to select
just one answer (Bradburn, Sudman, and Wasink 2004). Respondents
who thought about voting but did not and who usually voted in past
elections could legitimately select any of three of the answer choices
offered by the long or short experimental questions, and it is not clear
which of these the respondents should choose.
7)	Offering double-barreled answer choices (such as the second and third
answer choices in the long and short experimental questions) should
be avoided, because some respondents may find themselves wanting to
endorse part of an answer choice but not another part of it.
8)	Any question measuring participation in an election that does not
explicitly assess “early voting” done before election day may fail to
accurately assess turnout, since this is increasingly common (Gronke,
Galanes-Rosenbuam, and Miller 2007).
9)	To reduce cognitive burden and administration time, it is preferable to
decompose a long, complex, and cognitively difficult question into a
series of short, easy-to-answer questions.
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Data
This test was carried out in the ANES 2006 Pilot Study. An area probability sample of 1,211 U.S. adults eligible to vote was interviewed face-to-face
before the 2004 presidential election (RR = 66.1 percent),4 and 1,066 of these
people were reinterviewed after that election (reinterview rate = 88.0 percent).
Between November 13, 2006, and January 7, 2007, 675 of the respondents
from the 2004 pre-election wave were reinterviewed by telephone (reinterview
rate = 56.3 percent; eleven deceased respondents were excluded; cumulative
response rate = 37.2 percent).
The 675 respondents interviewed in 2006 were randomly assigned to be
asked either the SDQ or the MQS (see table 1, the Appendix in this article, and
the online appendix [supplementary data online] for all question wordings,
coding of variables, and distributions of responses to the MQS).5

Results
The two groups of respondents who were randomly assigned to be asked the
SDQ or the MQS did not differ significantly in terms of six demographics and
nine political attributes (see the online appendix). However, compared with
the people who were asked the SDQ, people who were asked the MQS were
significantly more likely to have said that they did not vote in 2000 (26.8 percent versus 19.4 percent), more likely to be Hispanic (5.6 percent versus 1.8
percent), and less likely to be White (75.2 percent versus 81.9 percent).6 We
therefore controlled for these variables in our analysis.
Of respondents who were asked the SDQ, 81 percent said they voted,
whereas 72 percent of respondents who were asked the MQS said so, a significant difference (b = –0.50, p < .01; see equation I in table 3).7 This effect

4. This rate most closely corresponds to AAPOR’s Response Rate 3.
5. ANES data and codebooks are available at http://electionstudies.org/index.htm.
6. Assignment to question wording was not confounded with other aspects of the survey’s
administration.
7. Logistic regression coefficients are denoted by b. No respondents said they were not sure
whether they voted.
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We tested whether the MQS reduced estimates of turnout relative to the
SDQ, whether the MQS was especially effective at reducing turnout reports
from people who were interviewed a long time after the election and who were
most involved in politics (measured using past voting behavior, strength of
party identification, political efficacy, and an index of attention to and interest
in politics), and whether the MQS produced more accurate estimates of turnout rates in various states.

Test of Question Sequence to Measure Turnout

113

Table 3. Logistic Regression Coefficients Showing the Effect of the
Question-Wording Manipulation on Estimated Turnout (standard errors
in parentheses)
Equation
Predictor

Voted in 2000

II

III

–0.50**
(0.14)

–0.37+
(0.19)
2.43**
(0.21)

–0.48*
(0.20)
2.12**
(0.21)
0.16
(0.22)
–0.12
(0.40)
–0.11
(0.57)
–0.50
(0.73)
–0.75
(0.47)
1.00*
(0.40)
1.24*
(0.50)
1.36*
(0.54)
1.99**
(0.51)
–4.84*
(2.35)
7.62**
(2.74)
0.31
(0.39)
0.59+
(0.33)
1.00*
(0.41)
0.96*
(0.38)
0.70
(0.47)
0.23
(0.36)
–0.02
(0.29)

Male
Race/ethnicity

Black
Hispanic
Asian
Other race (non-white)

Education

High School only
Some college
A 4-year college degree
Advanced degree

Age
Age2
Income

$20,000–39,999
$40,000–59,999
$60,000–79,999
$80,000–119,999
$120,000 and up
Income not reported

Employment status

Employed

–0.31
(0.38)
–0.08
(0.47)
–0.38
(0.70)
–0.59
(0.44)

(Continued)
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Experimental questions

I
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Table 3. Continued
Equation
Predictor

I

II

Unemployed

0.88
(0.82)
0.002
(0.28)
–0.10
(0.19)

Lives in southern state
Lives in border state

N

675

668

668

81%
72%

83%
77%

85%
76%

Predicted probabilities
Simple direct question
Experimental question

Note.—These analyses corrected for the complex sampling design of the initial 2004 survey
(accounting for clustering using both the stratum and the sampling error computation unit codes
found in variables V06P007a and V06P007b of the 2006 ANES codebook). Unweighted results
shown. Using the weights provided by the ANES without trimming reduced the efficiency of the
analysis by 21 percent, due to some extremely large and extremely small weights. When the analyses shown in table 4 were repeated using these weights, the effects of the experimental questions
in equations I, II, and III were not significant: Equation I: b = –0.31, SE = 0.19, p = .12; Equation
II: b = –0.30, SE = 0.28, p = .30; Equation III: b = –0.40, SE = 0.30, p = .19). But when weights
larger than 6 were the median weight (0.8039) for four cases, the question-wording effects were
again significant: Equation I: b = –0.39, SE = 0.16, p = .02; Equation II: b = –0.41, SE = 0.22,
p = .07; Equation III: b = –0.54, SE = 0.23, p = .03.
**p < .01, *p < .05, +p < .10.

was marginally significant when controlling for turnout in 2000, race, and
ethnicity (b = –0.37, p = 0.06; see equation II in table 3), and maintained its
strength when controlling for all demographic variables (b = –0.48, p < .05;
see equation III in table 3).
Among the respondents who were asked the MQS and who said that they
did not vote in 2006, 42 percent said that they had usually voted in the past,
and 52 percent said that they had planned to vote in 2006. These sizeable numbers are consistent with the argument that the MQS reduced turnout reports by
allowing respondents to report having performed admirable behaviors and/or
by helping respondents avoid source confusion.
We next tested whether the question-wording effect was stronger among
respondents more likely to experience memory errors. None of the moderators
we tested significantly interacted with the question-wording manipulation to
influence turnout reports (time between election day and the survey interview:
b = –0.03, SE = 0.76, n.s.; an index of interest in and attention to politics:
b = 0.18, SE = 0.91, n.s.; reported turnout in 2000: b = 0.31, SE = 0.48, n.s.;
strength of party identification: b = 0.48, SE = 0.63, n.s.; political efficacy:
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Region

III

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Ohio
Oregon
Pennsylvania

88.24
80.00
73.81
84.62
100.00
83.33
100.00
64.71
87.50
90.91
88.89
73.91
86.67
100.00
100.00
60.00
62.50
80.00
100.00
75.00
100.00

75.00
44.44
82.35
40.00
100.00
75.00
64.71
46.15
57.14
54.55
66.67
70.00
88.00
81.25
66.67
50.00
66.67
70.59
92.31
83.33
80.00

33.00
14.00
76.00
18.00
3.00
24.00
23.00
30.00
15.00
22.00
21.00
33.00
40.00
28.00
10.00
7.00
20.00
42.00
19.00
14.00
10.00

Number of
respondents
37.50
38.70
40.20
47.30
46.60
39.60
40.20
36.60
48.10
29.70
46.70
48.80
52.10
60.10
50.00
41.40
39.50
34.90
47.50
52.50
44.10

Official turnout
rate (VEP)
50.74
42.60
33.61
37.32
53.40
43.73
59.80
28.11
39.40
61.21
42.19
25.11
34.57
39.90
50.00
18.60
23.00
45.10
52.50
22.50
55.90

Error for simple
direct turnout
questiona
37.50
5.74
42.15
7.30
53.40
35.40
24.51
9.55
9.04
24.85
19.97
21.20
35.90
21.15
16.67
8.60
27.17
35.69
44.81
30.83
35.90

Error for
experimental
turnout
questionsb
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State

Percent
Percent
reported
reported
turnout
turnout with
with the
the simple
experimental
direct
questions
question

Table 4. Error in State-Level Estimates of Turnout for the Simple Direct and Experimental Questions

(Continued)

13.24
36.86
–8.54
30.02
0.00
8.33
35.29
18.56
30.36
36.36
22.22
3.91
–1.33
18.75
33.33
10.00
–4.17
9.41
7.69
–8.33
20.00

Difference
in error rates
(simple direct
question –
experimental
question
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80.00
70.00
87.50
88.89
81.25
71.43

83.33
52.94
50.00
82.76
66.67
73.68

Percent
Percent
reported
reported
turnout
turnout with
with the
the simple
experimental
direct
questions
question
11.00
37.00
16.00
47.00
25.00
33.00

Number of
respondents
41.40
30.90
34.30
44.00
47.30
53.20

Official turnout
rate (VEP)

40.27

38.60
39.10
53.20
44.89
33.95
18.23

Error for simple
direct turnout
questiona

26.13

41.93
22.04
15.70
38.76
19.37
20.48

Error for
experimental
turnout
questionsb
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14.14

–3.33
17.06
37.50
6.13
14.58
–2.25

Difference
in error rates
(simple direct
question –
experimental
question

Note.—When the weights provided by ANES were used, this pattern was similar: error was 38.23 for the simple direct question vs. 26.01 for the experimental
questions; test of difference: t(26) = 3.42, p = .001; the correlation of official estimates with results obtained with the simple direct question correlation was 0.18,
in contrast to 0.55 computed using results from the experimental questions. When trimmed weights were used, error was 39.02 for the simple direct question vs.
25.04 for the experimental questions, test of difference: t(26) = 4.03, p < .001. The correlations were 0.26 and 0.55, respectively. The VEP turnout rate is the vote
for highest office divided by the voting-eligible population. In a midterm election, the vote for the highest office is the largest number of votes cast in the race for
governor, U.S. senator, or combined House of Representatives (see http://elections.gmu.edu/Turnout_2006G.html). ANES interviews in 2006 were conducted in
only thirty states. In three of these states, the number of people interviewed was very small, and all respondents in those states were asked the same turnout question,
so we could not analyze the effect of question wording in those states. Therefore, our analyses were limited to respondents in the remaining twenty-seven states.
The differences reported here between the survey estimates and official estimates are large for both survey conditions. This was also true at the national level, as the
official VEP estimate of turnout was 41.3 percent (substantially lower than the ANES estimates). The 2006 ANES survey may have been particularly likely to result
in high estimates of turnout because all the respondents had been interviewed at least once before (and many of them twice) and because the cumulative response
rate for the 2006 survey was fairly low.
a
Abs (Official turnout rate – percent turnout measured with simple direct question).
b
Abs (Official turnout rate – percent turnout measured with experimental questions).

Average Error

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin

State

Table 4. Continued
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Discussion
These results suggest that during the 2006 telephone interviews, turnout
reports were more accurate when obtained with the new MQS than when
obtained using the SDQ. The fact that the question-wording manipulation
did not have more impact among people interviewed longer after the election
or among respondents higher in political involvement (who are more likely
to experience source confusion) is consistent with several past studies (Belli
et al. 1999; Belli, Moore, and Van Hoewyk 2006; Duff et al. 2007)9 and suggests that the MQS did not reduce reported turnout by reducing memory errors
relative to the SDQ. Therefore, future research should explore the mechanism
for the principal effect observed here.
8. All results reported previously were computed without weighting the sample, but the same
findings were obtained when weights were applied.
9. Belli, Moore, and Van Hoewyk (2006) speculated that they may have found no moderation
effect of a question-wording effect by time between the election and the interview because they
examined data that were collected beginning a month after the election rather than beginning
immediately after the election. Because our study’s data collection began immediately after the
2006 election, our failure to find evidence of moderation here cannot be explained in that way.
Duff et al. (2007) did not report tests of the statistical significance of tests of moderation, so it is
difficult to know which of their findings are consistent with ours.
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b = 0.61, SE = 1.03, n.s.).8 Furthermore, the seven demographic variables did
not moderate the question-wording effect (see the online appendix [supplementary data online]).
To compare the accuracy of the MQS and the SDQ, we computed the association of turnout estimates yielded by each method with the actual turnout
rates in twenty-seven states with sufficient survey sample sizes (obtained from
the United States Election Project, elections.gmu.edu; see table 4). The average absolute difference between the state turnout estimate generated using
the SDQ responses and the actual turnout rate for that state was significantly
larger than the average absolute difference between state turnout estimate produced by the MQS and the actual turnout rate (40.27 versus 26.13 percentage
points; t(26) = 4.97, p = .001). The SDQ yielded a higher turnout rate than the
MQS for twenty of the twenty-seven states (74 percent), significantly more
than would be expected by chance alone (p = .01). Furthermore, the correlation of actual state-level turnout rates with survey state-level estimates of turnout was substantially stronger using the MQS (r = 0.45) than when using the
SDQ (r = 0.28). These state-by-state results constitute a series of replications
and are consistent with the hypothesis that the MQS yielded more accurate
measurements than did the SDQ. However, the 2004 ANES sample was not
designed to yield a representative sample of the population of each state, and
the numbers of respondents interviewed in most states were very small, so this
analysis should be viewed with caution.
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–	These data did not permit testing whether the MQS reduced turnout
reporting relative to the SDQ for each individual respondent, and it is
possible that the MQS may have caused underreporting of turnout by
some respondents.10
–	The study provides no direct evidence regarding the mechanism by
which the MQS reduced reported turnout rates.

Conclusion
Because the MQS yielded lower estimates of turnout than did the SDQ and
also reduced cognitive burden and obtained more information about respondents’ voting behavior (e.g., past voting behavior, voting intentions, and early
and absentee voting), the new series of questions seems to be a viable alternative to the SDQ and a possible alternative to previous experimental questions
(although we could not test this directly). We look forward to future studies
comparing the new multi-question sequence to other experimental questions.
10. We did not compare survey reports to government records because of concerns about the
validity of these record checks and their substantial cost (in terms of time and money) (Berent,
Krosnick, and Lupia 2011; Presser, Traugott, and Traugott 1990).
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All past studies showing that experimental question wordings reduced
reported turnout (relative to the SDQ) have involved telephone interviewing
(Belli et al. 1999; Belli, Moore, and Van Hoewyk 2006; Duff et al. 2007), as
did ours. Most past ANES surveys have involved face-to-face interviewing,
so we should hesitate before concluding that the ANES face-to-face interviewing would benefit from use of the new MQS. Specifically, some past
studies suggest that relative to telephone interviewing, face-to-face interviewing entails less social desirability response bias and inspires more cognitive effort to generate accurate answers (e.g., de Leeuw and van der Zouwen
1988; Holbrook, Green, and Krosnick 2003; Johnson, Hougland, and Clayton
1989; c.f. Colombotos 1965; Rogers 1976; Wiseman 1972). Therefore, if the
new MQS did improve the accuracy of telephone turnout reports by reducing
social desirability pressures and/or source confusion, the same benefits may
not be observed during face-to-face data collection. Future research is needed
to explore this.
Turnout estimates from the MQS were still consistently higher than official
rates, perhaps because the MQS did not completely eliminate memory errors
and/or social desirability bias. This overestimation may also have occurred
for other reasons, such as greater nonresponse among non-voters than among
voters and higher real turnout rates among respondents due to pre-election
interviews (Greenwald et al. 1987; Traugott and Katosh 1979; though see
Greenwald et al. 1988; Mann 2005; Smith, Gerber, and Orlich 2003).
Two additional caveats to the present findings:
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Appendix: Question Wordings and Coding of Variables for
Core Survey Variables

Core Survey Variables

Turnout question version (2006): In the survey, 336 respondents, selected randomly, were asked the ANES simple direct turnout question (see row 1 of
table 1; v06p776). The other 339 respondents were asked a series of questions
measuring turnout (see row 4 of table 1; v06p777–v06p779b). Using answers
to these questions, turnout in 2006 was coded 1 for respondents who said they
voted (in response to the simple direct question) or were sure they voted (in
response to the new questions) and 0 for respondents who said they did not.11
A variable was coded 1 for respondents who were asked the new questions and
0 for respondents who were asked the simple direct question.
Past voting behavior (2004): Respondents were asked, “In 2000, Al Gore
ran on the Democratic ticket against George W. Bush for the Republicans
and Ralph Nader as the Reform Party candidate. Do you remember for sure
whether or not you voted in that election?”[v043002]12 People who said they
had voted were coded 1, and people who said they had not were coded 0.13
Days since the election (2006): The numbers of days between the election
and the respondent’s 2006 post-election interview was coded to range from
0 (for interviews done six days after the election, the shortest observed time
interval) to 1 (for interviews done fifty-nine days after the election, the longest
interval). [v06p201a and v06p201b]
Political involvement (2006): Half of the respondents were randomly
assigned to be asked the following three questions: (1) “How interested are you
in information about what’s going on in government and politics? Extremely
interested, very interested, moderately interested, slightly interested, or not
11. Random assignment to condition was done using a simple random number generator. The
CATI programming (see http://electionstudies.org/studypages/2006pilot/2006pilot_CATIcode.
pdf) randomly assigned a random half of the respondents to be asked the simple direct question
and assigned the other half to be asked the experimental questions.
12. Ralph Nader was listed on the ballot in most states as a candidate for the Green Party, but the
2004 ANES questionnaire referred to Nader as the Reform Party candidate.
13. During the 2006 interviews, respondents were not asked whether they had voted in any specific elections prior to the 2006 election.
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Some of the measures we used were administered during the 2006 interviews,
and others were administered during the 2004 pre- or post-election interviews.
Data from the 2004 and 2006 interviews were linked using respondents’ case
ID numbers. The year in which a variable was measured is indicated in parentheses after the variable name, along with the variable name from the ANES
codebook. Unless otherwise specified, respondents with missing data on a
given variable were excluded from analyses in which that variable was used.
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interested at all?” [v06p630] (2) How closely do you pay attention to information about what’s going on in government and politics? Extremely closely,
very closely, moderately closely, slightly closely, or not closely at all?”
[v06p631] (3) How often do you pay attention to what’s going on in government and politics? All the time, most of the time, about half the time, once
in a while, or never?” [v06p632] The other half of the respondents were randomly assigned to be asked the following two questions: (1) “Some people
don’t pay much attention to political campaigns. How about you? Would you
say that you have been VERY MUCH interested, SOMEWHAT interested, or
NOT MUCH interested in the political campaigns this year?” [v06p633] and
(2) “Some people seem to follow what’s going on in government and public
affairs most of the time, whether there’s an election going on or not. Others
aren’t that interested. Would you say you follow what’s going on in government and public affairs most of the time, some of the time, only now and then,
or hardly at all?” [v06p634] Responses to all questions were coded to range
from 0 (least involved) to 1 (most involved) and averaged into an index of
political involvement. Respondents with missing data for any question were
coded as missing for the index. Respondents were assigned to the two political involvement conditions orthogonally from assignment to turnout questionwording condition, and these two variables were unassociated.
Strength of party identification (2006): Half of the respondents were randomly assigned to be asked: “Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a
Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or what?” (the order of the first two
response options was varied across respondents). The other half of the respondents were randomly assigned to be asked: “As of today, do you think of yourself
as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or what?” (the order of the first
two response options was varied across respondents). Then all respondents
were asked the appropriate follow-up questions: [IF REPUBLICAN] “Would
you call yourself a strong Republican or a not-very-strong Republican?” [IF
DEMOCRAT] “Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not-verystrong Democrat?” [IF INDEPENDENT OR SOMETHING ELSE] “Do you
think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic Party?”
[summary variable: v06p680] (the order of these response options was varied
across respondents and consistent with the order of the initial party identification question). Responses were coded 1 for respondents who identified as
strong Republicans or Democrats, 2/3 for respondents who identified as weak
Republicans or Democrats, 1/3 for respondents who initially reported that they
were independent or something else but reported that they were closer to one
party or the other in the follow-up question, and 0 for respondents who said
they were independents or something else and did not lean toward either major
party. Assignment to the two question-wording conditions was orthogonal to
assignment to turnout question-wording condition.
Political efficacy (2006): Half of the respondents were randomly assigned to
be asked the following two questions: (1) “I’d like to read you a few statements
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Supplementary Data
Supplementary data are freely available online at http://poq.oxfordjournals.org/.
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